Motivated by the severe criticism the Hilali and Khan (HK) Translation of the Holy Quran has received for its too many parenthetical insertions, this study aimed at linguistically realizing how such added pieces of information could be for necessary cohesive explicitness or worthless redundant interpolation. Methodically, the HK translation of the first 8 verses of Chapter 18 (The Cave, Surah Al Kahf) of the Holy Quran was selected to be a subject material. A number of 15 instances of explicitation put in parentheses were encountered; they were found to be based upon 23 cohesive (grammatical/lexical) relationships and, hence, to be considered as ones of cohesive explicitness. Eventually, such an analysis could be of use for modifying the available translations of the Holy Quran.
Introduction
It is a very difficult, if not impossible, task to attain a translation that is equivalent to the original. The task is still more difficult in case of such two completely different languages as Arabic and English. Generally speaking, to translate is to show respect to both the source-language (SL) and target-language (TL) (Hatim and Mason, 1990: 9-10; Ghazala, 2008: 27) by consciously adjusting the SL structural form to the TL requirements, creating semantic equivalence by accounting for the cultural differences and aiming at equivalence in stylistic appropriateness by explaining the wayward use of a word (Nida, 1964: 45; Newmark, 1981: 91) . This seems as a matter of blending between both extremes of formal and dynamic equivalence (Kasparek, 1983: 84) , by which judicious acts of explicitation are to come about.
First introduced by Vinay and Darbelnet (1958/1995) , the term of explicitation generally means to introduce into the TL any implicit information derived from the SL context. Definitely, this introducing must be in harmony with the TL text and, hence, carried out in a certain cohesive manner. Such added information helps fit out elliptical expressions, avoid misleading reference, restructure grammar, amplify from implicit to explicit status, answer rhetorical questions, classify proper names and borrowed terms and, also, connect parts of the text (Nida, 1964: 227-231; Newmark, 1981: 92) . Blum-Kulka (1986) also stresses that " [e] xplicitation is a universal strategy inherent in the process of language mediation" (p. 21). Hence, to translate is to explicitate, i.e. to inform the TL reader of any implicitly established points of thought in the SL text (cf. Séguinot, 1988: 108; Klaudy, 1998: 82-83; Olohan and Baker, 2000: 157) . This implies that additional phrases are included, implicatures are spelled out and connectives are added (cf. Kortmann, 1991; Saldanha, 2008) .
Anyhow, the acts of explicitation as stated above might lead to a TL text that is more redundant. However, they help resolve ambiguity, improve cohesiveness and add linguistic and extralinguistic information (cf. Olohan and Baker, 2000: 157) . Blum-Kulka (2000: 300) argues that this redundancy can be expressed as COHESIVE EXPLICITNESS, which can be highly based upon Beaugrande and Dressler's (1972: 113) argument that any configuration of language is intended to be produced as a cohesive text. Being the grammatical and lexical relationship in a text, cohesion describes how the sentential components of a text are mutually connected and the text itself looks coherent. In fact, cohesion as a concept is first introduced by Halliday and Hasan (1976) Being a linguistic property for making a text coherent, COHESION rests upon both the grammatical dependencies (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1972: 3) and the semantic relation(s) between the elements of a text (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 8) . In this respect, the text to be constructed as a semantic edifice is systematized by five cohesive ties: reference, substitution, ellipse, conjunction and lexical cohesion (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 13) , perhaps according to what kind of topic or content the given text is of. Hasan (1984) also proposes that cohesion contributes to coherence; in other words, the former is a property of the text and the latter is a facet of the reader's evaluation of a text. Being part of the linguistic system, cohesion is the overt representation of covert coherential relations; likewise, Taboada (2004) stresses that it is a semantic relation expressed through the stratal organization of language: "[L]anguage is organized around three different levels of coding […] The semantic level, or stratum, represents the meanings in the language, and it is realized through the lexicogrammatical stratum, which includes the forms of the language" (Ibid., p. 159).
Furthermore, the topic of explicitation and/or cohesion has been addressed, in translation in general and in any language-pair in particular, from different perspectives:
· Heltai (2005) argued that, by explicitation, a SL piece of non-linguistically-coded information is coded by a linguistic form in the TL, or it is simply an increased level of linguistic coding. · On the level of cohesion in translation from English into German, Hansen-Schirra (2007) concluded that explicitation can be indicated by cohesive features. · Baleghizadeh and Sharifi (2010) argued that the explicitation of implicit logical links in translation is due to the structural differences and the translator's endeavor to make the text acceptable to the TL reader by TL natural cohesive patterns. · Also, Guo (2011) found that explicitation in translation from Chinese into English relates to implied subjects, cohesion and coherence and grammatical meanings. · Stressing that pragmatic loss is inevitable in translating the Quran, Azab and Othman (2012) argued that there is no pragmatic matching in translation but a kind of maximal approximation. · Justifying lexical departure from formal correspondence on the basis of four types of meaning, Hawamdeh (2014) found that any addition is/is to be based upon a referential, collocative, connotative or situational relationship between the added piece of information and the text/context.
Problem and Purpose
The too many parenthetical additions of information in the HK Translation have been severely criticized. This Translation is seen as a shocking distortion of the Quranic message (Mohammed, 2005; Musaji, 2006; Fadl, 2005; Murphy, 2006; Crane, 2012; Schwartz, 2014) . It is also argued as it neither reflects the majestic grandeur of Arabic nor does it imitates the elegance of English (Jassem, 2014: 269) . Anyhow, this criticism has never been based upon a linguistic approach; it is all about how the SL text is over-translated and the TL reader is confused. Such pieces of explicitation could be false or right acts of translating; they might be necessary/informative or irregular/misleading. In fact, to highly depart from formal correspondence of the SL text definitely eliminates the reader and makes through subjective approach (cf. Stamps, 1993; Ghazala, 2008: 26) . However, any translation between two completely different languages as Arabic and English is highly expected to be a demanding challenge.
Despite being a critical issue in translation in general and in translating holy texts (e.g. the Quran) in particular, this technique of parenthetical cohesive explicitness has not been a key subject of research, if not tackled at all. Still, the bibliographical material on this important subject is limited in spite of the big association between explicitation and translation. Therefore, the present study aims at analyzing how cohesive the parenthetical pieces of explicitation in the HK Translation are and, hence, how the same can be a linguistic approach to the translation of the Quranic text.
Method
The subject HK translation of the Quran into English is titled as The (Mohammed, 2005; Fadl, 2005; Schwartz, 2004) . For this analysis, the first section of Surah Al Kahf (Chapter 18-the Cave) of the Quran was selected a subject sample. Generally, this chapter belongs to the Makki type of revelation, i and it can be divided into an introduction, four stories and conclusion.
ii Our sample is the introduction itself; it consists of eight (8) verses and is thematically of one integral topic.
iii Procedurally, such verses were examined in terms of the parenthetical pieces of explicitation and how they were cohesively connected to the SL/TL text/context. In point of fact, each Verse was studied in an individual manner so as to eventually take a modified translation. In light of Beaugrande and Dressler (1972) , Halliday and Hasan's (1976) , Blum-Bulka (1986) , this procedure was based upon an approach to cohesion presented by Taboada (2004: 160-166) . Pursuant to this approach, cohesion is categorized into two major types: grammatical and lexical (see Figure 1) . The grammatical ties of cohesion are all resources found in the grammar of the language; they are reference, substitution, ellipsis and conjunction.
iv The lexical ties of cohesion contribute to the cohesion of a text through the selection of vocabulary; they are repetition, synonymity, collocation and other semantic relationships. (Taboada, 2004: 166) 
Data Analysis
In the subject HK Translation of the first 8-verse section in Surah Al Kahf into English, a number of 15 instances of parenthetical cohesive explicitness were encountered. Such instances were found to help cohesively keep the SL flow of speech at different degrees and produce a natural TL text; however, they were of different cohesive types (ties or relationships). By an initial statistical account, Table 1 below shows that a number of 13 (56.5%) grammatical and 10 (43.5%) lexical instances of parenthetical cohesive explicitness were encountered in the analyzed subject sample (see also Figure 2 ). 
. Illustration of the Grammatical and Lexical Instances of Parenthetical Cohesive Explicitness
In the following section, each Verse is presented along with its TL version-as just copied from the HK Translation. Also, there is an analytical description of the grammatical and lexical instances of parenthetical cohesive explicitness encountered in it, and an attempt for a more dynamically appropriate translation of the given instance in particular and, then, the Verse as a whole in general.
In Verse 1 as shown above, two instances of parenthetical cohesive explicitness are found:
1. Eventually, the most possibly dynamic translation of Verse 2 is to be in the TL as follows: […and He has made it straight to warn the disbelievers of a severe punishment from Him, and to please the Muslims, who do righteous deeds, that they shall have Paradise].
In Verse 4 as shown above, two instances of parenthetical cohesive explicitness are found: comes out of their mouths that Allah has begotten a son is mighty]. As the Quranic text in Arabic is said to originally use a parenthetical structure as one of its stylistic feature (e.g. Haleem, 1999: 94; Ahmed, 2004: 40) , the Verse is to be, hence, as: [The word that comes out of their mouths (that Allah has begotten a son) is mighty].
Eventually, the most possibly dynamic translation of Verse 5 is to be in the TL as follows: [No knowledge have they of such a thing, nor had their fathers. The word that comes out of their mouths (that Allah has begotten a son) is mighty. They utter nothing but a lie].
In Verse 6 as shown above, three instances of parenthetical cohesive explicitness are found:
1. Eventually, the most possibly dynamic translation of Verse 8 is to be in the TL as follows: [And verily, We shall make all that is on the earth a bare dry soil].
Discussion and Conclusion
Found to be based upon linguistic relationships, the instances of parenthetical explicitation in the first 8 verses of Surah Al Kahf in the HK Translation could be highly considered as ones of cohesive explicitness. Such instances define, illustrate and describe something in the Arabic text and help fill in the gap left in a way to continue the real sense in English. On the other hand, they interrupt the TL flow of speech and, hence, surprise the TL reader. However, some of the types of such relationships are not included in Taboada's (2004) approach to cohesion and some others are deleted. Anyhow, Figure 3 below summarizes such grammatical and lexical relationships as encountered in the subject sample in association with the aforesaid approach. Coordinate (Nominal, Verbal, Phrasal, Clausal) Subordinate (Nominal, Verbal, Phrasal, Clausal) In conclusion, a variety of procedures may be used as the SL text is analyzed and, hence, appropriate TL equivalents are thought of. In fact, to translate is to perform a highly complicated sequence of actions, including lexical replacement, grammatical restructuring, change of word-order and, also, omission and addition (cf. Nida, 1964; Nida and Taber, 1969; Newmark, 1981; Baker, 1992) . In this case, the addition of information may turn out to be a necessary procedure in explicitating the SL implicit units of language in a cohesive manner. Something is always lost or gained in translation (Bell, 1991: 6) as long as no SL-TL sameness exists (Basnett-McGuire, 1991: 30) . Definitely, languages are of different equipment for expressing the same extralinguistic contents (Ivir, 1989) or having an equal amount of the pragmatic effect on the TL audience.
